18 Economic Research Service/USDA Agricultural Outlook/December 1996

World Agriculture & Trade

Australia may also have potential to Ag ri CU "-u re Improving

sy, Lands cereamly avalaple-for Market Access

expanilior_l inl Adusg]alia. ILitmitilng faC|t|0f_S & the WTO- Market access issues are likely to revolve
currently include the relatively small size around two policy instruments: tariffs and

of its production and processing industry. The ROCId guotas. Discussions on the level of tariffs
Problems could also develop for a pork are expected to dominate the agenda on

|ndUStry n AL.IStralla In years When food- Ahead market acce-ss_ The UR prqvided gov-ern-
use wheat prices are strong, bidding ments considerable leeway in calculating

wheat away from animal feeding. and binding tariff levels. Some countries

Land-rich countries in Eastern Europe, as trade negotiations, completed in | specified in the UR country schedules
well as Russia and China, offer possibili 1994, was historic in that it was the were set extremely high. The bound tariff
ties for development of efficient pork first successful comprehensive attempt topeaks for agriculture in many developed
export industries. The limiting factors in bring agriculture into the general disci- | countries range from 100 percent to near-
each case however, are fragile market | pline of the General Agreement on Tariffsly 500 percent. This is in sharp contrast
structures and underdeveloped infra- and Trade (GATT). The UR was also | to nonagricultural tariff peaks, which
structures. unique in that some of the agricultural | range from 25 to 50 percent. Both agri-
commitments agreed to by the major cultural exporters and nonagricultural
France and Spain offer some opportunity players were achieved prior to signing of interest groups can be expected to pres-

The Uruguay Round of multilateral | adopted tariff rates in which bound levels

for expansion of the European pork the agreement. sure to change this.

industry. Both countries have relatively

large land endowments relative to their | But the Uruguay Round (UR) keeps The UR Agreement on Agriculture adopt-
neighbors. Factors that limit the possibil-open the impetus for agricultural reform| ed a formula-based tariff reduction in

ity of exports are high labor costs, im- | Article 20 of the UR Agreement on which simple averages across products

posed limits on nitrate additions to the | Agriculture requires that negotiations for within a country’s agricultural sector
environment, and restrictive animal wel-| continuing the reform process be initiatedwere acceptable. The country schedules

fare measures. one year before the end of the implemen<for many OECD (Organization for

tajtio_n period (19_95-2000). A new Economic Cooperation and Development)
In short, the current set of major pork miniround of agricultural negotiations, | members indicate that tariff reductions
exporters are capable of exporting large therefore, begins in 1999. varied among agricultural industries.
quantities of high-quality pork products at Reductions were at the minimum required

competitive prices. However, technical | A World Trade Organization (WTO) min; 15 percent per tariff line for most of the
and managerial innovations are relatively isterial meeting is scheduled for Decem: highly protected industries while, for

easy to transfer across national borders| ber 1996 in Singapore to review, among competitive industries, reductions were
resulting in increased productivity and | other things, developments since the UR.considerably more than the average 36-
industry growth. For U.S. producers, a | What are some of the issues that are likepercent (eductlon. The net_result was that
large land endowment is the key elemently to emerge for the 1999 miniround of | substantial levels of protection were

that allows the realization of economies| agricultural negotiations? retained for import-sensitive products,

of size and price competitiveness with and tariff variations among sectors may
pork exported by Denmark and Taiwan.| The agenda will most likely cover issues Nave increased.

For both Denmark and Taiwan, very lim: |eft outstanding in the UR Agreement or
ited land endowments constitute a critical Agriculture, particularly those relating to, Among the issues likely to be raised if
constraint on expansion potential and rel-market access, domestic support, and | the formula-based sectoral approach to
ative competitiveness. export competition. But emerging issues tariff reductions is to continue is whether
not directly addressed by the Agreement to change the simple-average formula to a
While the U.S. pork industry has restruc- on Agriculture might also be a big part of trade-weighted scheme. Also, should the
tured, developed, and raised its competi- the negotiating agenda. minimum tariff reduction commitment be
tiveness over the last several years, new increased and tied to maximum allowable
comers to the export market—particularly These issues include areas such as sani-20und tariffs? And, should a procedure
Canada and Mexico—may prove to be | tary and phytosanitary provisions and | P€ used to cut higher tariffs at steeper
formidable competitors in the future. state trading. Progress in the implemer}- 'ates as was done with the Swiss formula
[Mildred Haley (202) 219-0833 and Liz | tation of various UR agreements and | I the Tokyo Round?

Jones (202) 219-0619; mhaley@econ.- | country commitments are likely to have
ag.gov; eajones@econ.ag.gfYe] bearing on all agricultural issues. Associated with tariffication is the
Special Safeguard Provision which pro-
tects goods subject to tariffication from
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surges in world imports or depression in
world prices. The mechanism that has
been set up distorts transmission of worlc
prices below trigger levels into the
domestic economy.

Because grain prices have been strong f
the last few years, this provision has not
been of recent concern. However, in the
event of global grain surpluses parallelin
those of the mid-1980’s, countries might
use the Safeguard provision as a rule
rather than as an exception. Experience
over the next few years may determine
the need for continuation of or adjust-

ments to the Special Safeguard formulal.

o
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The Special Treatment Clause, which pen
mits countries the option of foregoing tar
iffication and instead requires imports
above the minimum access commitments
of 3-5 percent of consumption, might be|
another issue of contention. This clause
was intended to temporarily placate Japal
and South Korea by protecting their rice
producers. Other countries, notably the
Phillippines and Israel, have also resorte
to this clause to protect their domestic
industries. Should these quantitative
access commitments which expire unless
negotiated before 1999 be continued,
expanded, or eliminated?

o

Quota administration is expected to be
another nagging market access issue. T
UR introduced the concept of tariff-rate
quotas (TRQ’s) under which countries
had to specify import quantities they
would accept at rates below bound leve
Precise rules and guidelines on proce-
dures and practices on allocating the
TRQ's were not established.

n

Consequently, some countries allocate
TRQ’s based on historical trade arrange
ments, others distribute them through

The Uruguay Round & the
Agreement on Agriculture

The Uruguay Round of multilateral trade negotiations came to a conclusion in
April 15, 1994 with the signing of the Final Act in Marrakesh, Morocco. The
Agreement on Agriculture is one of 29 individual legal texts included in the Firjal
Act under an Agreement establishing the World Trade Organization. The maif
provisions and commitments in the Agreement on Agriculture include the
following:

® Convert nontariff barriers to tariffs (tariffication), bind all tariffs, and reduce
these over 6 years by an average of 36 percent with a 15-percent minimurh per
tariff line. For commodities subject to tariffication, a Special Safeguard
Provision allows the imposition of additional duties in the event of surges i
import volume or low world prices.

® Establish minimum access commitments of 3 percent of 1986-88 consumgtion,
rising to 5 percent in 1999. A Special Treatment Clause allows some counfries
to delay tariffication on some commodities and instead allow minimum
imports.

® Domestic support—as measured by the total Aggregate Measure of Suppart
(AMS) from a 1986-88 base—is to be reduced by 20 percent in equal install-
ments over 6 years. Domestic support considered minimally trade distorting
(green box policies) is not included. Direct payment for production-limitin
programs (blue box policies) are not included in AMS reductions under ceftain
conditions.

® Budget expenditures for export subsidies are to be reduced by 36 percentj and
volume by 21 percent, over the 6-year implementation period.

® Developing countries are subject to only two-thirds of the cuts in tariffs,
domestic support, and export subsidies that are applicable to developed c¢un-
tries. These countries’ cuts are to be made over a period of 10 years. Ledst
developed countries are exempt from all reduction commitments but are
required to bind tariffs and domestic support.

® The Due Restraint provision, known as the Peace Clause, provides for a 9year
period when green box policies and export subsidies within commitment lgvels
are exempt from GATT challenges.

® Negotiations for continuing the reform process are to be initiated 1 year prjor
to the end of the implementation period.

competitive bidding procedures, and yet
others fulfilled them on a first-come, first
served basis. Countries that fail to bene

fit from these arrangements could argue Domestic Support

that the principle of most favored nation
has been violated, with quotas earmarke
for particular groups or fulfilled through
bilateral agreement.

. Constraining programs. Consequently, the domestic

support agreement is replete with policies
that might be subject to controversy.

LEven though the UR acknowledges that

"domestic agricultural policies can distort Domestic support is disciplined through
trade, the political sensitivity of the topig the use of an Aggregate Measure of
precluded the agreement from disciplin- Support (AMS) calculated for each prod-
ing a number of popular policies that sup-uct but committed for reduction in terms
port producers, such as assistance througif the total for all commaodities. Subsi-
environmental policy, disaster relief, dies for individual commaodities are not
regional support, or rural development | separately constrained, nor are particular
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® Countries importing products are p
tific principles and not as a form of
animal, and plant life.

Principle of transparency-Members

time to adapt.

quest longer timeframes for compli

The Application of Sanitary
& Phytosanitary Measures

The main provisions of the Agreement on the Application of Sanitary and
Phytosanitary (SPS) Measures include the following.

Principle of harmonization-National
internationally agreed standards. Stricter measures may be introduced if &
member determines that existing international regulations do not achieve &
appropriate level of SPS protection.

Principle of equivalence-Members shall accept other members’ measures s

equivalent to their own if the exporting country objectively demonstrates th
its measures achieve the appropriate level of SPS protection.

tions are made known promptly, provide inquiry points for documents and
answers to questions, and allow producers in exporting countries sufficient

Special and differential treatmentDeveloping countries are allowed to re-

aged to participate in relevant institutions.

ermitted to take measures—based on s

Restricting
Export Subsidies

Many agree that the most meaningful
aspects of the Agreement on Agriculture
are commitments made on export subsi-
dies. This is one principal area where

ciefpoth the U.S. and the EU must undertake

disguised protection—to safeguard humanmeaningful cuts in support during the

SPS protection is to be grounded on

n

A

shall ensure that changes to SPS regu

—

ance with the agreement and are encol

policy instruments. Is the aggregate me
sure meaningful as currently used? Do
it make more sense to negotiate on an
individual policy basis rather than on a
sector-wide basis? Might it be possible
for instance, that reductions required in
the AMS can be effectively achieved
through liberalization of border measure
without lowering domestic production
subsidies?

Policies excluded from domestic-suppor
reduction commitments, colloquially
known as “green box policies,” are likely
to be major points of contention. Many
potential challenges may relate to the d
inition of policies and the interpretation
of “minimally or not trade or production
distorting.” An example is crop insur-

ance, which can encourage production

marginal land where yields are uncertain.tion. Passage of the 1996 Federal Agri-

Such support could distort both produc-

tion and trade. Should government cont

tributions to the cost of such insurance
schemes be limited so that no subsidy
is paid?

aThe same holds true for regional and
egural development programs. One task
for the miniround is to strengthen rules

are not tempted to circumvent the disci-
plines on output-enhancing producer
subsidies.

S

Payments for production-limiting pro-
grams— “blue box policies"—which are
not subject to AMS reduction commit-
t-ments and were granted exemptions frg
GATT challenges, are also expected to
an issue. Some observers consider tha
this arrangement, which largely benefits
efthe U.S. and the EU, negates the conce
that country-specific exceptions have
been eliminated. The policy may reduc
market surpluses for selected commodi-
orties but does not promote market orient

culture Improvement and Reform Act
(1996 Farm Act) under which U.S. farm
payments are decoupled from productio
and thus compatible with green box poli
cies, is likely to have a bearing on how
the U.S. and the EU approach the blue
box issue.

a_

A

implementation period. Furthermore,
countries are not permitted to introduce
new export subsidies, and existing subsi-
dies are to be bound at the levels that
exist in year 2000.

But agriculture is still the only discipline

in which export subsidies are permissible,
and there are fears that agriculture has set
in motion the legalization of export sub-
sides. The Peace Clause exacerbates this
perception by making export subsidies
exempt from GATT challenges for a peri-
od of 9 years ending in 2004.

There will be pressure in the next Round
to eliminate export subsidies altogether.
Most of these will come from the Cairns
Group of exporting countries. In addi-
tion, the possible enlargement of the EU
could place severe stress on its budget
resources, compelling the EU to propose
large cuts in export subsidies. An alterna-
tive approach might be selective elimina-
tion of export subsidies under which

on domestic support so that governmentscountries are given flexibility to chose a

limited set of commodities to subsidize,
but with greatly reduced budgetary pro-
visions.

Preventing circumvention of UR commit-
ments will probably dominate the agenda
on export subsidies. Export credits, for

Minstance, are not explicitly disciplined.
Pe&DECD member countries are working
t toward a set of internationally acceptable

disciplines to govern export credit prac-

ptices. Progress on this has been slow,

partly because of U.S. concerns about

e accepting disciplines similar to those in

the nonagricultural sector.

Issues of circumvention might also arise
regarding export promotion, advisory ser-
vices, and food aid. Experience over the

Nnext few years will determine whether

such programs have been used properly,
and whether stricter disciplines and defin-
itions are needed.
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The EU continues to express reservatio
about the dual volume and value concej
of export liberalization (the requirement
to be in compliance with both volume
and value reductions in export subsidies
These reservations are likely to heighter
as falling levels of protection leave even
less room for maneuvering between the
twin constraints in trying to fulfill export
commitments. There might thus be a
push to develop a measure that include
both volume and expenditure reductions
in a single formula.

There are also concerns that levels of
aggregation on export subsidy commit-
ments are too broad and allow countries
too much leeway. The UR export subsic
commitments are, for instance, at a leve
of aggregation that includes wheat and
wheat flour. This allows countries con-
siderable latitude in devising subsidy
allocation strategies within the wheat
group that would be most effective from
its own perspective. Some member cou
tries may propose more detailed com-
modity specification in reduction commit
ments to make them more meaningful
and consistent with tariff reduction
provisions.

Export taxes too may come under scruti
ny. GATT negotiations have typically
pursued a mercantilistic approach to
trade, with the focus on market access
and tariff reductions and without com-
mensurate attention to export restraints.
Hence, the issue of disciplining export
taxes, which have the effect of raising
international prices and allowing com-
petitors to expand their trade, has never
been brought up. But this may be gradl
ally changing, partly in response to the
EU’s recent imposition of export taxes o
wheat and barley trade. Several develo
ing countries, anxious about food securi
and rising import bills, have been arguin
that export taxes should be disciplined.

Sanitary &
Phytosanitary Measures

In an effort to guard against the use of
safety and health standards as disguise
barriers to trade, the UR concluded a se
arate Agreement on Sanitary and
Phytosanitary (SPS) Measures. This
agreement permits countries to protect
human, animal, or plant life based on

of Equivalency in Products Labeled “Organic”

The concept of equivalency and its implementation in international trade can e
expected to gain in importance with increasing levels of trade in specialty foods.
For example, international trade in organic food represents an area with tremen-
dous potential for future growth for the U.S. organic food industry. However,

establish fair trade in organic food, traders must agree on the standards definjng
organic food, and on a system of enforcing those standards.

~—

The EU is the largest market for organic food outside the U.S. Valued at apptoxi-
mately $1.7 billion in 1990, the European market has been projected to grow hat a
rate of 25 percent per year, reaching approximately $14 billion by 2000. In 1494,
France and Germany—the two largest EU member states in terms of organic
sales—had combined organic retail sales of approximately $2 billion, equal in
sales to the entire U.S. market.

dyy EU regulations establishing standards were adopted in 1991 as the basis for

alency in products labeled organic among EU member states and for imports
outside the EU. EU countries allow imports from nonmembers to be labeled

organic only when the importing country’s national standards have been detel
mined to be equivalent to EU standards.

Bquiv-
from

(=]

U.S. organic standards were mandated under the Organic Foods Production Act of
1990, but their adoption awaits official implementing regulations, expected in
1997. The EU has opted to withhold blanket approval for importation of U.S.
tified organic products until U.S. standards are in place. Until then, U.S. orgajic
producers and handlers can access EU markets only by obtaining specific prgduct
permissions granted to individual importers by organic regulatory authorities i an

EU member state.

o |

cer-

This is a time-consuming and expensive process, requiring the importer to sa]:sfy
authorities, through documentation and possible site inspection, that the prodiict in
guestion has been certified under equivalent standards of production and insgec-
tion. Upon approval of U.S. standards by the EU and removal of trade restricfions
which is expected to follow, larger growth in trade might be anticipated.
[Ann Vandeman (202) 219-0452; annv@econ.ag.gov]

own domestic standards. If the latter
approach is extensively pursued, the SPS
Agreement requires that the measures are
consistent with scientific evidence and are
based on appropriate risk assessments.

sound scientific principles, but does not
J-include any quantitative benchmarks no
regulate any specific policy. A Commit-
ntee on SPS has been set up to provide
pregular forum for consultations and pro-
tyvide firmer guidelines on implementation.

g

Advocates of developing countries have
expressed concerns regarding the SPS
Agreement given that agricultural prac-
tices in their countries pay little attention
to health and safety standards, in contrast

Several disputes during the past year,
including the EU’s embargo on imports
of hormone-treated U.S. beef, and Sout
Korea'’s regulations on shelf-life require-
ments for imported agricultural products, to the rigid requirements in developed
have heightened concerns about the usg countries. The enhanced standards could
d of SPS measures as a form of disguised be interpreted as severe nontariff barriers
pprotection. Much, therefore, depends on for developing country exports.
how widely the principles of harmoniza-
tion and equivalence are accepted, and
how often countries insist instead on their
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Conversely, developed countries face a
competitive disadvantage if developing
countries do not rigidly enforce interna-
tional standards. U.S. agricultural inter-
ests, for instance, want Latin American
farmers to use the same tough pest
control standards that they do. The
Committee on SPS is still developing
guidelines on procedures for achieving
consistency, monitoring international
harmonization, and evaluating risk asse
ment practices.

access disciplines agreed to in the UR.
The conversion of nontariff barriers and

the binding of those tariffs was clearly the

most significant outcome of the Agree-
ment on Agriculture. But market access
commitments can have little meaning

when such parastatal organizations reg
late total demand.
mine whether purchases are being

restricted because of lack of demand

sr because of specific governmental

policies.

The operation and implementation of the WTO rules permit countries to use

SPS Agreement are to be reviewed with
3 years of UR implementation, nearly 2
years prior to the miniround in agricul-
ture. And countries are likely to await
rulings of the Dispute Settlement Body
on existing SPS cases before raising
associated issues for consideration in th
miniround.

Disciplining
State Trading Activities

Many provisions and loopholes that pre-
viously made agricultural support possi-
ble are now constrained as a result of th
UR Agreement on Agriculture. This

irmonopoly importers to handle foreign

purchases of particular products as long
as purchases and sales are based on ¢
mercial considerations. However, the

lack of transparency in decision-making
procedures makes it difficult to determin

ewhether purchases are WTO-legal. The

impending accession to the WTO of
countries of the Former Soviet Union,
China, and Taiwan, all of which use
parastatal organizations to set the basic
terms of trade and marketing, makes
the issue of transparency especially
important.

e

The UR Understanding on Interpretation

includes state trading enterprises (STE’s)of Article XVII made some progress in

which are now subject to rules on marketaddressing the problems with state tradr
n-ing by establishing a working definition
d of an STE, calling for a review of the

access and subsidies. However, the co
tinued activities of STE's have generate
growing concern that some countries
may use STE’s to circumvent UR com-
mitments.

On theexport sidethe principal concern

notification process, and establishing a
working party on STE's. Since then,
notifications have been more frequent al
comprehensive. To what extent state
trading might be an issue for the next

is STE’s that use their exclusive domesticminiround of agricultural negotiations

monopoly and/or monopsony power to
engage in unfair trading competition.
U.S. producers, for instance, have com-
plained that the Canadian Wheat Board
gains a competitive advantage by subsiy
dizing grain exports via discriminatory
pricing policies. Practices such as sele
tive price cutting, undisciplined use of

N
"

will depend on the progress made in
the WTO working party on STE’s. If
progress is slow, it is possible that there
will be attempts to modify the Agreemer
on Agriculture and include regulations
to discipline agricultural state trading
enterprises.

export credits, and price pooling schemesSetting the Stage

are the major irritants. The “covert”
manner in which STE's operate makes it
difficult to determine whether they win
sales because of true competitive advar
tage or because of unfair practices.

On theimport side the existence of state
trading import agencies raises questions
concerning the relevance of some mark

For the Next Round

The success or failure of any round of

- trade negotiations is judged by changes

rules as well as the extent of liberaliza-
tion. What are some of the factors that
might affect the outcome of the 1999

agricultural round in terms of these twin

atCriteria?

It is difficult to deterr

What Is “State Trading”?

The UR Understanding on Interpre-
tation of GATT's Article XVII
defines state trading enterprises as
“governmental and nongovernmental
enterprises, including marketing
boards, which have been granted
exclusive or special rights or privi-
leges, including statutory or constituf
tional powers, in the exercise of
which they influence through pur-
chases or sales the level or directior
of imports or exports.” The U.S.
acknowledges that the Commodity
Credit Corporation is a state trading
organization, and most other traders,
including Canada, Australia, New
Zealand, and Japan have recognize
the existence of STE’s in their
countries.

U

)

But controversy surrounds the char-
acterization of the EU intervention
agencies, which manipulate markets
but do not directly engage in trade.
To date, the EU has declined to
include such agencies in its notifica-
tions.

The UR was unique in that agriculture
was at the center stage of negotiations.
Several countries, including the U.S. and
the Cairns Group, insisted that there

Navould be an agreement on agriculture or
no agreement at all. Several nonagricul-
tural sectors did not complete an agree-
ment until an agreement on agriculture
was reached. This same situation is
unlikely to occur in the next round
because agriculture is only one of two

t areas where continued negotiations are
mandated. And even if a comprehensive
round were to take place, agriculture is
unlikely to be the focus as in the last
round. Thus it may be more difficult to
propose radical reforms in agriculture
without the nonagricultural sector at
stake.

n
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To date, multilateral agricultural negotia{ In the U.S., passage of the 1996 Farm 4
tions have devoted little attention to has resulted in a system in which gover
regional liberalization initiatives because ment farm payments are decoupled fron
most of those agreements did not includeproduction decisions and are known wit
agriculture. The picture has been chang-relative certainty. Hence, unless further
ing rapidly in the last few years with the| drastic actions are taken to balance the
advent of APEC, MERCOSUR, and Federal budget, it is unlikely that bud-
NAFTA. getary expenditures on domestic farm
programs will be an issue of imposing
importance for the U.S., at least during
the next 7 years.

o0 0O 0 Z

The agricultural trading system is now
moving on the twin tracks of multilateral
and regional trade negotiations, and thi
can have offsetting effects in terms of | For the EU, on the other hand, there is
future multilateral negotiations. Cooper- less certainty, and much depends on
ation is normally easier when fewer play- enlargement to the east. If enlargement
ers are involved, and agreement might begoes ahead as planned, budgetary pres
swifter if these countries were to negoti
ate as a trading block. Conversely, dis-| make it difficult to sustain the current
sensions within a trading block can makesystem. The need for real reform then
negotiating an agreement even more diffi-becomes very pressing, and agreement
cult, as happened to the EU during the | might be easier to reach.

last round. Moreover, with larger markets

available within the trading bIOCk, there One of the achievements of the UR is a
may be less incentive for countries to | more efficient and rules-bound dispute

reach an agreement on a multilateral basisettiement mechanism. The system, ho
at the WTO. ever, has yet to be fully tested on agricy
tural disputes. If the mechanism works |a
The UR agricultural negotiations were | designed, countries might be content wi
shaped largely by positions taken by the fine tuning the current sets of rules and
U.S. and the EU. The changing composi+egulations. If this is not the case, then
tion of global trade might bring new play- they might be inclined to pursue further
er alliances into the next round. In 198%, reforms in rules that govern agricultural
roughly half of global agricultural trade | trade, leading to protracted negotiations|.
was in high-value products. By the yea
2000, this share is eXpeCted toriseto 7 If today’s market conditions were to

percent, with much of the growth concen-change dramatically, as is not uncomma
trated in Asia. If the objective is to in agricultural markets, the priorities and
expand agricultural trade, it is the high- | options relevant for the next round of
value-product markets of Asia where | agricultural negotiations could alter
greater market access is _deswable. Asiamccordingly. Similarly, economic disrup-
countries, therefore, are likely to become tions or political conflicts could modify
much bigger players in future multilateral the outlook of some countries and raise
a_gricultural negotiations. More inﬂuen' issues that are not yet on the po“cy hor
tial players could require more compro-| zon. The real challenge for the world
mises and protracted negotiations. community is to continue to pursue ecos
nomic reforms cognizant that changes
Budget pressures typically affect a coun- involve a blend of apprehension and
try’s negotiating position. If funding cont opportunities.

straints are minimal, countries may have [Praveen Dixit (202) 219-0654;

little incentive for continued reform and,| pdixit@econ.ag.goVXe]

hence, would be less inclined to take th
negotiations seriously. What might be the
likely budget situations that confront the
U.S. and the EU, the two major negotiat-
ing countries?

=

sures are likely to increase, and this may

December Releases—USDA’s
Agricultural Statistics Board

The following reports are issued
electronically at 3 p.m. (ET) unless
otherwise indicated.

December

2 Crop Progress (after 4 pm)
3 Egg Products
Poultry Slaughter
4 Broiler Hatchery
5 Dairy Products
11 Broiler Hatchery
12 Cotton Ginnings (8:30 am)
Crop Production (8:30 am)
13 Turkey Hatchery
Milk Production
16 Potato Stocks
18 Agricultural Chemicals,
Restricted Use Summary
Broiler Hatchery
20 Catfish Processing
Cattle on Feed
Chickens & Eggs
Cold Storage
Livestock Slaughter
Coftton Ginnings (8:30 am)
Broiler Hatchery
Hogs & Pigs
Peanut Stocks & Processing
Agricultural Prices




